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Ju p. XI. 30, 31. 


And Jepbibab vowed a Vow unto the 


Lord, and ſaid, If thou ſbalt with- 
out fail deliver the Children of Am- 
mon into mine Hands, then it ſhall 
be, that whatſoever cometh forth of 
the Doors of my Houſe to meet me, 
when I return in Peace from the 
Children of Ammon, ſhall ſurely be 
the Lords, and I will offer it up for 
à Burnt-Offering. LE; 


— HE Meaning of this Vow, and the 
Manner, in which it was per- 
formed; and whether Fephthah 
really ſacrificed his Daughter in 
Purſuance of it, has been a Matter of much 
Diſpute, both among Jews, and Chriſtians. 
Men of great Learning, Judgment, and Piety, 
A | have 


[+4] 


have taken each Side of the Queſtion : and 
it muſt be confeſſed that there are conſider- 
able Difficulties attending either Side. The 
moſt obvious Senſe of the Paſſage, as it ſtands 
in our Tranſlation, and indeed in moſt other 
Tranſlations, is, that Fephthah wowed to offer 
up for a Burnt-Ofering whatſoever ſhould 
come forth of the Doors of his Houſe to meet him, 
and that in Purſuance of this Vo he offered 
up his only Daughter for a Burnt-Ofering : 
he did with her according to his Vow, which 
he had vowed. But this Interpretation ſeems 
to be attended with inſuperable Difficulties, 
Human Sacrifices were not only abſolutely 
forbidden by the Law, but declared to be 
moſt abominable, and hateful in God's Sight. 
And, if Jephthab had not known this, the 
Prieſts could not but know what was fit to 
be offered in Sacrifice, and what not: nor 

could Fephihah offer any Burnt- Offering 
without the Miniſtry of the Prieſts. Again, 
the Scripture paſſes, no Cenſure on ſo horrid, 
and unnatural, a Deed : but the whole Story 
is cloſed with this ſhort Reflection — and ſhe 
knew no Man — which ſtrongly implies that 
this was the whole of her Sentence. 


a Deut. xii. 31. 


I would 


41 
I would farther obſerve, what I think has 
not been ſufficiently attended to, that it is not 
eaſy to make Senſe of the Vow itſelf, as it is 
commonly underſtood. Jepbthab, who in all 


the reſt of his Conduct acts like a Man of 
good Senſe and Underſtanding, is here ſuppo- 


ſed to vow that he would offer up for a Burnt- 
Offering whatfoeyver ſhould come forth of the 


Doors of bis Houſe to meet him. Now TJeph- 


thah ſurely could not but know that the Law 


made a Difference between clean Beaſts and 


unclean. What then could he expect to come 
out of his Houſe to meet him ? Sheep, and 
Bullocks, and all Beaſts fit to be offered in 
Sacrifice, are uſually incloſed in Paſtures, or 


ſhut up in Folds, and Stalls, and could not 


be expected to come out to meet him. A 


Dog is the moſt likely of any brute Animal 


to come forth to meet him: but a Dog was 
an unclean Animal, and could not be offered 
up for a Burnt-Offering. * And therefore 
ſome have contended, and not without great 
Shew of Reaſon, that the Words are to be 
underſtood of an human Creature, and ſhould 
be rendered — Whoſoever cometh forth of the 
Doors of my Houſe &c. — and ſo both the 


a Lud. Cappellus Diatrib. de voto Jephthe, who has been 
herein followed by feveral others. 


A 2 | Septua- 
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1 
Septuagint, and Vulgate, Tranſlation render 
it. And this makes Fephthah purpoſely, and 
defignedly, to vow an human Sacrifice. But 
this was not only an Abomination, which God 
hated, and would not accept, and a Thing, 
which no Man could vow, who had any 
Senſe of Humanity, or Juſtice, but it "was 
what was not in his Power to perſorm. * Pa- 
rents among the Jews had no Power over the 
Lives of their Children. They could not 
puniſh with Death even a flubborn and rebel- 
lious Son, without firſt applying to the Ma- 
giſtrates: much leſs could they devote an in- 
 nocent, and dutiful, Child to Death. Nor 
can I find that they had any Power of Life 
and Death over their Servants. © An Hebrew 
Servant they had only a Property in for fix 
Years at moſt, and were obliged to let him 
go free in the ſeventh Tear. And a Servant 
bought with Money they might ſmite, and 
chaſtiſe, but could not put to Death. Jepb- 
thab's Daughter did indeed give her Conſent 
that he ſhould do with her according to that 
which had proceeded gur of his Mouth: but, 


a In this all the 7ewi/f Writers agree, See Selden de jur. 


Nat. & Gent. L. iv. C. 9. b Deut. xxi. 18 &c. 
c Exod, xxi. 2 d Ib, v. 20. See Sclaen ut ſupra L. iv. 


. 
as 


| 
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as he could not antecedently aſſure himſelf 
of this, ſo he could by no means expect the 
like Compliance from any of his Servants. 
Beſides, as was before ſaid, he could offer no 
Sacrifice without the Concurrence of the 
Prieſts, which in this Caſe he had no Reaſon 
to expect, nor Power to force. So that this 
Vow of Jepbtbab, as it is commonly under- 
ſtood, is not only a raſh Vom, but ſuch a 
Vow, as we can ſcarce conceive any Man in 
his Senſes capable of making, a Yow abſo- 
lutely impracticable, and impoſſible to be per- 
formed. 
L-,et us ſee then whether the Words may 
not poſſibly bear another Senſe. The Yow 
runs thus — And Fephthah vowed a Vow unto 
| the Lord, and ſaid, If thou ſhalt without fail 
deliver the Children of Ammon into mine Hands, 
then it ſhall be, that whatſoever cometh forth 
of the Door Pof my Houſe to meet me, when J 


a 1 ſhould rather hope (ſays Lord Clarendon, as quoted by 
Mr. Dodd) that we do not yet underſtand the Meaning of the 
Vow, than that a Vow, unlawfully and unnaturally made, the 
like whereof is not in Scripture, ſhould be unlawfully performed — 
Whatever is declared to be done by Scripture, which is the Word 
of God, I am bound to believe : but thatthis Paſſage is faithfully 
tranſlated, when it contradicts the Law of  GoD and Nature, 
and the like whereof was never done, I hope may be innocently 
doubted, | "OY 


return 


* 
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return in Peace from the Children of Amon, 


ſhall ſurely be the Lords. — It follows in the 


Original — 9y wry — This is ten- 
dered in our Tranſlation — And I will offer 
it up for a Burnt-Offering. — But why may 
we not ſuppoſe that the Pronoun M relates to 
mn the Lord, which is the Word imme- 


diately preceding? And then, as an Ellipſis 
of the Prepoſition, or Sign of the Dative Caſe, 


between the Verb and it's Suffix is not un- 
common in the Hebrew Phraſeology, the 
Words may be rendered. — And I will offer 
to him (that is, to the Lord} a Burnt-Offer- 
ing. — So that, according to this Interpreta- 
tion, Jephthah vowed two Things, to dedi- 
cate whatſoever, or-whoſoever, ſhould come forth 
of the Doors of his Houſe to meet him, to the 
| Service of the Lord: and alſo to er on this 


a Gen. xxxvii. 4, 14. — Foſs. xv. 19. — 1 Sam. xxiv. 20. 
— I Kings xix. 21. — Job xv. 21, — Xxxi. 37. — P/al. cxxxix. 
20, — Eccliſ. viii. 15. — Exel. xxiv. 3. — See Job. Duxtorf 
Theſaur. Grammat. Ling. Sanct. Cap. xvii. P. 528, 9. Glaffii 
Phill. Sacr. Tract. ii. P. 166. And hereto agrees the Eng- 
kj Phraſeology — And I will offer him (i. e. to him, to the 
Lord) a Burnt-Ofering. It may farther be obſerved that, if 
the Pronoun N had related to the Perſon, or Animal, who 
was to have come forth to meet Jephthah, and who was to 
have been offered up, the next Word ſhould regularly have 
been expreſſed — 1195 — whereas now there is nothing in 
the Hebrew to anſwer the Word — for — in our Tranſlation. 


Occaſion 


[9] 


Occafion @ Burnt-Offering to the Lord of 
ſome clean Beaſt, ſuch as the Law allowed, 
and God would accept. Take the Yow in this 
Senſe, and there is nothing abſurd in it, no- 
thing but what Jephbtbab might reaſonably 
vow. And this Yow he religiouſly performed. 
— He did with his Daughter according to his 
Vow. TY 

Let us then next enquire what Kind of 
Vow this was. There are two Sorts of Vows 
mentioned in the Fewiſb Law, the one called 
in Hebrew — Bn — Cherem, which was ac- 
companied with a Form of Execration, and 
which could not be redeemed : the other 
called — 473) — Neger, which was accompa- 
nied with no Execration. Again, there were 
alſo two Sorts of Cherem. The firſt is that, 
whereby Perſons were by publick Authority 
devoted to Deſtruction. This has been by 
many thought to have been the Caſe with 
regard to Fephthah's Daughter. And they 
have founded their Opinion on the latter 
Words of the Vow — and I will offer it up 
for a Burnt-Ofering. — If therefore theſe 
Words will bear another Senſe, the whole 
Foundation of this Opinion is at once taken 


a See Lev. xxvii. Ainſworth, Patrick Annot. Selden de Jur. 


Nat, & Gent. Lib, iv. Cap. 6, & 7. 
| away. 
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away. But there are other ſtrong Reaſons, 
which forbid us to ſuppoſe this Vom to be a 
Cherem of this Sort. Firſt, becauſe this Curſe 
was never denounced againſt any one but by 
publick Authority, *either by the Command 
of Gop himſelf, * or by the Aſſembly of the 
Congregation, or by the Supreme Magiſ- 
trate : and that not arbitrarily, but for ſome 
Crime committed. Private Perſons had no 
Power to make ſuch Vows : nor could inno- 
cent Perſons be by any one thus devoted to 
Deſtruction, as appears from all the Inſtances 
recorded in Scripture. Again, Perſons thus 
devoted could in no Senſe be ſaid to be the 
Lords. They were not Holy to the Lord, nor 
are they ever in Scripture ſo called. N or were 
they, nor could they be, offered up in ga- 
crifice, but were ſlain with the Sword, or 
otherwiſe put to Death. Thus were the Ca- 
naanites, the Amalekites, the Men of Jabeſb 
Gilead, and all other Perſons thus devoted. 
FJephtbab's Daughter therefore could not be 
a Cherem of this Sort. 

But ſome have thought that, though ſuch 
a Vow might be unlawful, yet, when once 
made, the Perſon was obliged to carry it into 


a 1 Sam, xv. 2 &c. Dev. vii. 2. Joſh. vi. 17. &. b Jud, 
xxi. 5. c 1 Sam. xiv, 24. 


Execu- 


L 


Execution, or at leaſt that ſuch an Opinion 
might prevail amongſt the Fes of thoſe 
Times. But I cannot eaſily perſwade myſelf 
that ſuch Caſuiſtry ever prevailed among the 
People of God, as that a Yow could oblige, 
or authorize, a Man to commit a cruel, unna- 
tural, and impious Deed. Thoſe, who ad- 
vance ſuch a Notion, have not ſurely conſi- 
dered the Conſequences of it. Such a Doc- 
trine tends to evacuate, and . ſet afide, the 
whole Levitical Law of Sacrifices. In that 
Law the Animals, which might be ſacrificed, 
are particularly ſpecified, and all other Ani- 
mals, not thus ſpecified, are plainly excluded, 
and forbid to be ſacrificed. But, according to 
this Doctrine, a Man may devote unto the 
Lord of all that he hath, clean or unclean, 
and is obliged afterwards to perform this Yow. 
Hereby then a Man is plainly left at Liberty 
to offer up, in Defiance of all Law to the 
contrary, every Abomination to the Lord which 
be bateth. If a Man ſhould inadvertently, or 
impiouſly, devote to the Lord an Aſs, or a 
Swine, he would be bound to offer it up : 
and the Prieſt, * who is commanded to put 
a Difference between holy and unholy, and be- 


a Lev. x. 10. 


121 


teen unclean and clean, would yet be obli ged 
to confound this Difference, and to affiſt in 
the Sacrifice of what is thus vowed. But ſtill 
farther, every Sacrifice is a Covenant between 
God and Man, and ſuppoſes an Acceptance 
on God's Part. If therefore we ſuppoſe that 
God, in Caſe of a Vom, or in any Circum- 
ſtances whatſoever, ſhould command, or per- 
mit, human Sacrifices to be offered upon his 
Altar, we muſt alſo ſuppoſe that God ac- 
cepts, and delights in, ſuch Sacrifices, and 
that innocent Blood is a ſiveet-/melling Savour 
in his Sight, which God forbid. As to the 
Text Lev. xxvii. 28, 29, which has been ſup- 
poſed to countenance ſuch an Opinion, * it 
neither requires, -nor will hear the Senſe put 
upon it. The two different Verſes ſpeak of 
two different Kinds of Cherem. The 29th 
Verſe relates to Things devoted by this firſt 
| Kind of Cherem, which were not to be ſacri- 
ſiced, but ſurely put to Death. The 28th 
_— to the other Kind of Cherem. 

This may be defined to be a ſolemn Vow ac- 
companied with a Form of Execration, where- 
by Perſons dedicated any Thing in their Poſ-, 
ſeſſion, whether Man, Beaſt, or Field, to the 


a See this fully proved in the Appendix. 


Service 
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Service of Gop. But the Things thus devo- 
ted were not to be deſtroyed, or offered in 
Sacrifice. They were Holy unto the Lord, and 
were either repoſited in the Sanctuary for the 
Service of God, or remained in the Poſſeſion, 
and were appropriated to the Uſe, of the 
Prieſts. This Kind of Cherem differed from 
a Neder, inaſmuch as the one was redeem- 
able, and the other irredeemable. And there- 
fore many have thought that Jepht hab's Vow 
was a Cherem of this Sort, becauſe we find 
him lamenting that he had opened his Mouth 
unto the Lord, and could not go back. 

I fee no Abſurdity in this Suppoſition. But 
the Text expreſſly calls the Vow a Neder — 
PMI 492 nNNÞ T1 — And Fephthah vowed 
a Vow unto the Lord. And again — dd wan 


13 WR Pre — and he did with her ac- 


cording to his Vow which he had vowed. — 


Nor do we find here any Word here to expreſs 


a Cherem, or even to itnply it. Although 
therefore the Word Neder may ſometimes in 


Scripture be uſed in a more general Senſe 


to comprehend all Vows whatſoever, I can 
ſee no Reafon here to depart from the ſtrict 
and proper Senſe of the Word. For, though 


a Lev. xxvii. 21. Num, xviii. 14. Exel. xliv. 29. 
N ſuch 
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ſuch Vows were by the Law redeemable, ] 
apprehend the Law did not oblige, or com- 
mand, but only permit Things thus vowed 
to be redeemed; It was an Alleviation of the 
general Law concerning Vows. Perſons, who 
had made ſuch Vows, were obliged either to 
perform the Vow in Kind, or to redeem the 
Thing vowed according to the Rules there 
laid down. But notwithſtanding ſuch Indul- 
gence, Perſons might in ſome Circumſtances 
think themſelves obliged to perform the Voy 
in Kind. Hannah vowed a Vow — 71 In 
— to give ber Son to the Lord all the Days of 
Bis Life. And the did according to her Vom: 
- ſhe dedicated her Son Samuel to the Service 
of the Lord. Fephthah then, though the Law 
permitted him to redeem his Daughter, might 
poſſibly think that a Jou made by a Perſon 
in his Station, on ſuch an Occaſion, ought 
not to be compounded for, but ſhould be 
performed, if poſſible, according to the ſtri& 
Letter gf the Vow. And therefore heqaid — 
T ner the my Mouth unto the Lord, and 
I cannot go back — He thought himſelf, tho 
not in ſtrict Law, yet in Honour, and Con- 


ſcience, bound to give to the Lord * 


a 1 Sam. i. 11. 


Thing 
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Thing which he had vowed. And, whereas his 
Daughter ſo generouſly conſented to be thus 
dedicated to God, he did with her according 
to bis Vow. And from hence we may be fur- 


niſhed with an Anſwer to any Queſtions; + 


which may be aſked about what Jepbt hab 
would have done, if his Yow had in the E- 


vent proved impracticable. He would, I pre- 


ſume, in this Caſe, have paid the Price of 
Redemption. This Interpretation alſo ſets the 
Character, both of Jephthab, and his Daugh- 
ter, in a much fairer Light, than they have 
been commonly viewed in. We behold in 
him no longer a raſh, ignorant, blind, and 


ſuperſtitious Bigot, fondly entertaining the 


ſame execrable Notions of the Deity, as the 
Worſhippers of Molech had of their falſe God, 
deliberately guilty of a moſt cruel, unnatural, 
and impious Deed, out of a falſe Notion of 
Duty, and Piety. We ſee him now bearing 
an eminent Character among the Jeuiſb 
Worthies, who through Faith wrought Right- 
eouſneſs, acting according to the ſtricteſt Rules 
of Honour, and Religion, avoiding all Ap- 
pearance of Evil, and preferring his Duty to 
all Confiderations of Intereſt, and Affection. 


a Heb. xi, 
Though 


f 
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Though greatly troubled, and brought very 


low, he would accept of no Diſpenſation, and 
ſcorned to relieve himſelf from his Diſtreſs, 
by doing any thing which might appear in the 
leaſt diſhonourable, or inconſiſtent with the 
moſt ſtrict Senſe of his Vo-. I have opened my 
Mouth unto the Lord, and I cannot go back, 
And he had a Daughter worthy ſuch a Fa- 
ther. She would not ſuffer her Father to do 
any thing diſhonourable on her Account. She 
readily conſented, and moſt generouſly de- 
fired her Father, though to her own great 
Loſs and Sorrow, to perform his Vo — My 
Father, if thou haſt opened thy Mouth unto the 
Lord, do to me according to that which hat 
proceeded out of. thy Mouth. — A rare Inſtance 
(ſays Bp Patrick} of Religion, Courage, Obe- 
dience to her Parents, and Love to her Country, 

And all this is greatly confirmed by the 
Sequel of the Hiſtory. — We read that Fept- 
tbab came to Mizpeh unto his Houſe, and be- 
hold, Bis Daughter came out to meet him with 
Timbrels, and with Dances, and ſhe was bi 
only Child: befide her he had neither Son, nor 
Daughter. And it came to paſs when he jaw 
her, that he rent his Clothes, and ſaid, Alas, 
my Daughter, thou haſt brought me very low, 
and thou art one of them that trouble me : far 
I have 


2 
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] have opened my Mouth unto the Lord, and I 
cannot go back — The great Sorrow, which 
Jephthah here expreſſes, has been thought an 
Argument that his Daughter was to ſuffer 
Death. But it ſhould be conſidered that 
Marriage was eſteemed an honourable State 
among the Jews: and Barrenneſs, and Want 
of Children, accounted a great Reproach, and 
Curſe. This, as the Text tells us, was Feph- 
thab's only Child: and beſide her he bad nei- 
ther Son, nor Daughter. By her being doom- 
ed to a State of perpetual Celibacy he was 
robbed of the Comfort, and Support, of his 
old Age, and deprived of all Hopes of Poſte- 
rity. This, according to the Way of think- 
ing in thoſe Times, muſt be a great Misfor- 
tune, both to him, and to her: and her com- 
ing thus out in Triumph to meet him on 
his Return from Victory muſt be no ſmall 
Surprize to him, and no little Aggravation of 
his Grief, It is therefore by no Means ſtrange 
that he ſhould rend his Clothes, and utter 
ſome paſſionate Complaints. But it is obſerv- 
able that amongſt theſe Complaints we meet 
with no Mention of her untimely End. This 
ſurely, if ſhe had been to die, would have 


1 Sam, i 10 &c. Gen. xxx. 23. / iv.l. Lal. 1. 25. 


been 


A 
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been uppermoſt in his Thoughts. Nor would 
he ſo immediately, and peremptorily, without 
any Heſitation, or Debate with himſelf, have 
reſolved upon the Execution of his Yow. On 
the other Hand, his Daughter's ſo ſudden 
Reſignation ſeems equally unaccountable. This 
is allowed to be a ſingle Inſtance of the Kind. 
Can we then ſuppoſe that either Jephtbab 
would fo raſhly reſolve, in Purſuance of his 
Vow, to do ſo choquing, and unprecedented 
an Action, or that his Daughter ſhould not 
only herſelf ſubmit fo readily to fo ſevere a 
Fate, but ſhould encourage, and exhort, her 
Father to imbrue his Hands in her Blood, a 
Thing unheard of, and unknown in Yael? 
Neither her Duty to her Father, nor to God, 
required fo ready a Submiſſion, but juſt the 
Reverſe. Nor is there in her Anſwer to her 
Father the leaſt Mention of her untimely 
Fate. She deſires Time to Bewail, not her 
Death, but only her Virginity; and from 
thence it is natural to conclude that this was 
the whole of her Sentence. 

And ſhe faid unto him, My Father, if thou 
haſt opened thy Mouth unto the Lord, do to me 
according to that which hath proceeded out of 
thy Mouth, foraſmuch as the Lord hath taken 
Ve engeance for thee of thine Enemies, even of 

the 
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[ 29 ] 
the Children of Ammon. And ſbe ſaid unto 
her Father, Let this thing be done for me : let 
me alone two Months, that I may go up and 
daun upon the Mountains, and bewail my Vir- 
ginity, I and my Fellows. — All this is per- 
fetly agreeable to our Explication of the 
Vow. We ſaid that, though this Yow was a 
Neder, and might have been compounded 
for, yet it being made on ſuch an Occaſion, 


Jepbtbab thought himſelf in Honour bound 


to perform it. We find here his Daughter 
actuated by the ſame generous Sentiments 
— Do to me according to that which hath pro- 
ceeded out of thy Mouth, foraſmugh as the Lord 
hath taken Vengeance for thee of thine Ene- 
mies. 

The Time alſo, for which her Sentence 
was reſpited, carries with it a ſtrong Proof 
that ſhe was not to be ſacrificed. Had Feph- 
thah been ſuppoſed to have done this imme- 
diately on his Return, this might in ſome 
meaſure have leſſened the Improbability of 
the Fact. But the Execution of his Vo was 
deferred for 7wo Months. Here was Time 
for him to cool, Time for natural Aﬀection 
to exert itſelf, Time for Friends to inter- 
poſe, Time to receive better Information, and 
to conſult Perſons better ſkilled in the Know- 

B ledge 


L 204 
ledge of the Law. He might have applied 
to the Higb-Prigſt: nay, he might have con- 
ſulted the Oracle of God himſelf. Jepht bas 
had acted all along under the divine Direc- 
tion: he uttered all bis Words before the 
Lord in Mizpeh. He was now at Mizpeh. We 
may reaſonably ſuppoſe that on ſuch an im- 
portant Occaſion. he would have conſulted 
| the Oracle of God: and we may confidently 
pronounce that this Oracle would not have di- 
rected an Human Sacrifice. On the other 
Hand, if Jepbtbab on ſuch an Occation had 
neglected to conſult, or adviſe with any one, 
his Ignorance will admit of no Excuſe.” Be- 
Hides, ſuch a Sacrifice as this muſt have been 
| — 


a The Jeuiſo Writers, preſſed with theſe Difficulties, have 
invented the moſt idle Tales to account for them, Some tell 
us that Fephrhah was admonifhed by an Angel not to conſult 
the High-Prieſt. Others ſay that the High-Prieſt was by the 
Spirit of Prophecy forbid to releaſe him from his Vow. O- 
thers affirm that Fephthah, and Phinehas the Hi gh-Prieſt (who 
muſt have been dead long before this Time) both Rood ap- 
on a PunQiilio of Honour: and that Fephthab thought it be- 
neath his Dignity to wait upon Phinehas, and Phinehas would 
not vouchſafe to wait upon Jephthah; and ſo between them 
both the poor Lady loſt her Life, They add that. for this 
Gd withdrew his Spirit from Phineas, and he was depofed 
from his High- Prieſthood. See Targum Jonathan, Patrick 
Comment. Lightfoor Chron, Selden de Jur. Nat. & Gent. Lib. 
iv. Cap. 11. — De Se in Pontif. Lib. i. Cap. 2. 
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a Thing of a publick Nature, and of a pub- 


lick Concernment. Could we ſuppoſe a Prieſt 
might have been procured, who would have of- 
fered up ſuch a Sacrifice, yet, as the Thing was 
reſpited for #wo Months, here was Time for 


the High-Prieſt, and Elders, to have inter- 


poſed their Authority, to have prevented ſuch 
an Abomination, and forbid Superſtition to 


defile the Land, and pollute the Worſhip of 


God with innocent Blood.“ If we could ſuppoſe 
Fephthab fo wretchedly ignorant, yet ſurely 
we cannot ſuppoſe the whole People, and 


| Prieſthood, of 1/-ae/ ignorant, not only of a 
plain Precept of the Law, but of the main 


End and Deſign of the Law, which was to 
aboliſh thoſe ſavage Rites, which accompa- 
nied the heathen Idolatries. The People were 
indeed too apt to run into the Idolatries of 


80 May we not here uſe the Words of the learned Lud. 


Cappellus that great Advocate for the Sacrifice of Fephthab's 
Daughter — Cum autem Tephta Legis ignorantiam impingunt —= 
zeceſſe. oft ut ignorantiam illam non Jepbiæ modo, ſed toti populo, 
adeoque & Sascerdotibus, imo & ſummo Pontifici, fimiliter affingant. 
Aut vero credibilene eft Fephtam invito & repugnante toto Populo, 
invitis aut non conſciis Sacerdotibus, Levitis, ſummoque adeo Pon- 
tißce, filiam immolaſſe, aut vero Populum, Sacerdotes, ſummum Pon- 
tificem id froife. — Cappellus indeed from hence draws another 
Concluſion, that the Law itſelf obliged Jepbibab in purſu- 
ance of his Yow to ſacrifice his Daughter, But this will be 
more fully conſidered in the Appendix. | 
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their Neighbours. But I do not findthat at 
this Time the Worſhip of the true God was 
either forgot, or corrupted. * The Tabernacle 
was all this while at SBilob: and Sacrifices 
were offered there daily according to the Law 
of Moſes, The Prieſts there attended the Ser- 
vice of the Tabernacle, and were brought up, 
and inſtructed, in the Cuſtoms and Rites of 
facrificing there. They could not but know 
what Animals were fit to be ſacrificed : nor 
could they be ignorant that Human Sacrifices 
were moſt ſtrictly prohibited. Fephthah could 


not have ſacrificed his Daughter without their 


Concurrence : and we cannot eaſily ſuppoſe 
that they would, contrary to all Reaſon, com- 
ply with the Command of a miſtaken, though 


pious, Governour, when it muſt have been, 


their Intereſt, as well as Duty, to have ſet 
him right. Beſides, ſuch an Affair as this, 
being quite unprecedented, muſt have alarmed 
the whole Nation. This innocent Virgin's 
Caſe muſt have moved every one's Compaſ- 
ſion, and every one muſt have thought him- 
ſelf concerned to prevent her Death. We 
meet with an Inſtance ſomething like this in 
the Time of Saul, who would have put Jo- 


a Joſh. xvii. 1. Yard. xviii. 31. — 1 Sam. i. 3, 8 


14. — iv. 3 b 1 dam. XIV. 44, 45. 
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nathan his Son to Death in Conſequence of 


a Vow, which he had raſhly made. But the. 


People reſcued Fonathan, that he died not. It is 
generally thought that Jonathan was regular- 
ly devoted by a Cherem: and that for an Act 


of Diſobedience, though indeed ignorantly 


committed. Nor was he to be ſacrificed, but 
only to be put to Death. And yet we find 
that this Vow was not thought ſo ſtrictly ob- 
ligatory. A plain Proof this that Vows were 


not thought by the Jeus fo abſolutely indiſ- 


penſable. 
But to proceed with our Hiſtory — And it 


came to paſs at the End of two Months that 
ſhe returned unto her Father, who did with 
her according to his Vow, which he had voro- 
ed: and ſhe knew no Man. — His Yow ob- 
liged him to devote his Daughter to a State 


of perpetual Yirginity. She was to be the 


Lords: and ſhe could not marry without 
quitting God's Service. This was, according 
to the Notions, which then prevailed, no 
ſmall Misfortune to her, who was thereby 
debarred of the Comforts of a conjugal Life, 
and the Bleſſings of a numerous Iſſue. And 
therefore the ſacred Writer adds this Obſer- 


vation, that ſhe knew no Man. This was, ac- 


cording to our Expoſition, the moſt height- 
ening 
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ening Circumſtance of this unfortunate Af. 
fair. But, if ſhe was really Fred up for a 
Burnt-Offering, that, after Mention of her 
Death, this Circumſtance alone ſhould be in- 
ſiſted on, ſeems utterly unaccountable. We 
ſee here, according to this Interpretation, a 
virtuous young Virgin, a dutiful Daughter, 
cut off in the Prime of her Years, and facri- 
ficed to her Father's miſtaken Zeal: we ſee 
a Worſhipper of the true God, a Man emi- 
nent for his Faith, and Piety, a fond and in- 
dulgent Father, out of a falſe Notion of Du- 
ty, and Religion, murdering his own Child, 
his only. Child, the ſole Object of his preſent 
Comfort, and future Hopes, ſacrificing to 
God, the Abomination, which he hateth, and 
polluting his Altar with innocent Blood, 
And yet the ſacred Writer paſſes over all 
theſe Circumſtances of Horrof without any 
Cenſure, and cloſes the whole with only this 
cold Reflection — and ſhe knew no Man. — 
If Jephtbab's Ignorance might alleviate his 
Guilt, this very Ignorance ſurely would have 
made. it the more neceſſary to paſs a ſevere 
Cenſure on ſuch an Action, in order to guard 
againſt ſuch ignorant Superſtition, and to pre- 
vent its being drawn into Example for the 


future. Let us conſider a little the Nature 


of 


3 
of ſuch a Fact. Juſt before, when the Children 
of Ijrael fell into the Idolatries of their Neigh- 


bours, God fold them into the Hands of their 


Enemies, who vexed, and oppreſſed them. And 
here we ſee the very Perſon, who wrought 
their Deliverance, introducing, with the Aſ- 
ſiſtance of the Prieſthood, and Connivance 
of the whole Nation, the very worſt of the 
Abominations practiſed by thoſe idolatrous 
People into the Worſhip of God himſelf.“ 
This was not only a Crime of the deepeſt 
Dye, but what more immediately touched 
the Name, and Honour of God. Nay, it 
ſeems to be an higher Affront to the divine 
Majeſty thus to pollute his holy Name with 
their Gifts, than if they had offered their 
Children to Molech. And can we then ſup- 
pole that God would no way have expreſſed 
his Deteſtation of ſuch an Impiety ? Would 
he not have required this innocent Blood both 
of the Ruler's, and the People's Hands. We 


a Tud, x. 6. | 
b Theſe Difficulties are ſo very preſſing, as to oblige the 


learned Cappellus to own that Jephthah's Daughter was not / 


fered up for a Burnt-Offering, but only put to Death, which 
is plainly giving up the Point. For, if ſhe was not facri- 
ficed, then he did not with her accerding to his Vow : nor could 
a Perſon thus put to Death, be in any Senſe ſaid to be the 
Lord's, Selden de Jur. Nat. & Gent. Lib. iv. C. 11. 
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find in Scripture that, during the Jewiſh Diſ. 


penſation, God was more particularly jealous 


in any Thing that concerned his Worſhip and 


Service. We find 'the Uſurpation of the 
Prięſtbood, * the zouching the Ark with un- 


hallowed Hands, the ſacrificing even to the 
true God in High Places, and ſerving him in 
any way different from what he had com- 
manded, always particularly cenſured, and 
generally ſeverely puniſhed. But Human Sa- 
crifices God always expreſſed the utmoſt De- 
teſtation of. This was the moſt crying Sin 
of the Canaanites, which provoked God ut- 
terly to deſtroy them. This cauſed him to 
give over his own People into the Hands of 
the Heathen, becauſe they ſhed innocent Blood, 
even the Blood of their Sons, and of their 
Daughters, whom they offered unto the Idols of 
Canaan, and the Land was defiled with Blood. 
Therefore was the Wrath of the Lord kindled 
againſt his People, inſomuch that he abhorred 


his own Inheritance. And yet, according to 


ſome, God not only permitted Jephtbab to 
defile the Land with this Abomination, but 


a Num. xvi. 2 Chron. xxvi. 16 &c. b 2 Sam. vi. 6 &c. 

c 2 Kings xv. 4. d Deut. xviii. 10 Ke. e P/al. cvi. 
37 &c. 

f Here again the Jeroiſb Rabbies are ready to help us out. 

They have invented a Story that Tephthah was for this Crime 

puniſhed 
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ſuffered it to paſs without the leaſt Puniſh- 


ment, or Cenſure. He lived, and died, in 
Peace, and the Land enjoyed Reſt many 


Years. | 
It follows in the Text — And it was a 
Cuſtom in Iſrael. — Theſe Words are in the 


Original connected with thoſe immediately 


foregoing. The Particle — hat, — which in 


our Tranſlation connects it with the follow-' 


ing Verſe, is not either in the Hebrew, or 
the Septuagint, nor in the Targum, nor the 
Syriac, or Arabick, Verſions. I take the Mean- 


ing to be that it became a Cuſtom, or Ordi- 


nance, in Iſrael, that Virgins thus dedicated 
to God's Service ſhould continue in a State of 
perpetual Celibacy — She knew no Man : and 
it was a Cuſtom in 1/rael — But this has been 
eſteemed the principal Difficulty in this Af- 
fair. Some good Proteſtants have been much 
afraid that Monaſtic Vows might hereby re- 
ceive ſome Countenance. Be it ſo: I had 
much rather ſee Monaftick Vous encouraged 
in Scripture than Human Sacrifices. 

But we need be under no Fears of this 
Kind. Monaftick Vows are neither here, nor 


puniſhed with a Stroke of the Pally. But the Scripture not 
only makes no Mention of this, but tells us that after this he 


defeated the Ephraimites, and judged Iſrael fix Years. 
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any where elſe in Scripture encouraged, or 
countenanced. The great Merit of ſuch Vous, 
and the extraordinary Sanctity of a Virgin 


State is no where taught. Nor were Nunne- 
ries erected among the eus: nor were young 


Women invited, and enticed, to enliſt them- 


ſelves in ſuch Societies. On the contrary this 
Devotement of ' Fephthab's Daughter is repre- 
ſented as a great Misfortune both to him, 
and to her. He rent his Clothes, and burſt out 
into paſſionate Complaints: and ſhe herſelf, 
though ſhe readily complied, defired Time to 
bewail her hard Fate. Beſides, this is a ſingle 
Inſtance, no way recommended to our Imi- 
tation: and conſidering the high Notions, 
which the Jews entertained of Matrimony, 
and the Bleſſings of a numerous Offspring, it 
was not likely to be drawn into common 
Practice. After all the utmoſt that can be in- 
ferred from this Example is, that ſuch Vous, 
when once made, as the Subject of them is 
not abſolutely unlawful, ought to be kept. 
But it has been ſaid that ſuch Devotement 
to the Service of God implied no Obligation 
to continue unmarried. Samuel was thus de- 
dicated, and yet married, and had Children. 
But the Caſe of Men devoted ſeems to be 
very different from that of Women. Men 
might 
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might marry, and yet be their own Maſtets, 
and at Liberty to attend the Services of the 
Sanctuary. But Women, when married; were 
under the Dominion of their Huſbands : nor 


could their Duties, as Wives, of taking Care 


of their Huſband's Houſe, bearing, nurſing, 
and educating, their Children, be well per- 
formed conſiſtently with their Attendance on 
the Sanctuary, or on the Prieſt. The conju- 
gal Vow therefore, with regard to Women, 


muſt annul their former Vow of Devotement 


to God's Service. At leaſt it might among 
the Jews be thought ſo to do. For we do 
not read that God appointed this Ordinance, 
or Cuſtom, but only that it became 4 Cuſtom, 
perhaps by human Authority only, though 
founded on great Probability of Reaſon. 

It has been farther objeted that Levites 
only were admitted to ſerve in the Sanctuary. 
The Levites were indeed ſet apart for the 
Service of the Tabernacle: but there might 
be ſome inferior Offices relating to the Sanc- 
tuary, or to the Prieſts, which might poſſi- 


. bly be performed by Perſons of other Tribes. 


*All Perſons were allowed by the Law to 
devote unto the Lord of all that they had, of 


a Lev. xxvii. 28, 21. 
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Men, as well as of Beaſts: and the Poſſe 72 
of what was thus devoted was the Priefts. If 
| Tephthab's Daughter therefore was ſo devoted, 
ſhe might, though not of the Tribe of Levi, 
become Servant to the Prieſts, and be em- 
ployed in Services uſeful to them, and ſome 
way anſwerable to her own Natl, and Dig- 
nity. 

After all I readily acknowlege that there 
are Difficulties on this Side of the Queſtion, 
and ſuch as have had Weight with many 
learned and good Men. But though we ſhould 
not be able to give a ſatisfactory Anſwer to 


every Objection of this Kind, which may be 


raiſed, I hope we may have Leave to plead 
that theſe Difficulties are not worthy to be 
compared with thoſe attending the other Side 
of the Queſtion, the Advocates for which we 
find continually involved i in Perplexities, and 
driven to the moſt extravagant Suppoſitions, 

and Self- Contradictions. | 
All that remains to be conſidered is the laſt 
Verſe of this Chapter, where we read ac- 
cording to our Tranſlation, that the Daugh- 
ters of Iſrael went yearly to lament the Daugh- 
ter of Fephthah the Gileadite four Days in a 
Year. — But the Margin inſtead of — fo la- 
ment — reads — 70 talk with. Nor does the 


Word 
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Word in the Hebrew — H any where elſe 
in Scripture ſignify — fo lament — either in 
the Root, or its Derivatives. It ſignifies, ac- 
cording to the Lexicographers, either 70 hire, 
or make Preſents to; or elſe to rehearſe, or 
diſcourſe with, or of. If we take the Word 
in either of theſe Senſes, the Text will run, 
that the Daughters of Iſrael went yearly to 
courſe with, or make Preſents to, the Daugh- 
ter of Fephthab four Days in a Year: and, 
according to either of theſe Interpretations, 
it will be plain that ſhe ſurvived the Com- 
pletion of her Father's Yow. And that the 
Words ought to be ſome ſuch way interpret- 
ed appears from the Addition of the Particle 
5, which uſually denotes the Dative Caſe — 
They went to diſcourſe, or make Preſents — 
nnaMnae — fo the Daughter of Fephthah. — 
They went — but if Fephthahb's Daughter was 
dead, where did they go? or what Occaſion 
had they to go any where? And how came 


| her Death to be commemorated four Times 
in a Year? How came ſhe to be ſo pecu- 


How came this Event to be ſo particularly 


liarly honoured above all Saints that ever lived? 
A of greater 


ſolemnized more than other 


2 See Leigh Critica Sacra. Robert/on's and other Lexicons, 
Conſe- 


| + 2 
Conſequence and Importance, for which an 
anniverſary Commemoration has been uſually 


thought ſufficient ? But that, after ſhe wu 


confined to Attendance on the Service of Gog, 
ſhe ſhould ſet apart four Days in the Year 
for receiving the Viſits of the Daughters of 
Tjrael her Acquaintance, ſeems not at * im- 
probable, or unreaſonable. 

Thus have I gone through this whole FR 
count of Jephtbab's Vow, and his Perform- 
ance of it, and have endeavoured to throw 


Light on this difficult Paſſage of Scripture, 


and to vindicate the much-injured Character 
of this Jewiſbd Worthy, And I hope it has 
appeared, not only that he was guiltleſs of the 
Crime of polluting God's Altar with inno- 
cent Blood, but that his Yow itſelf, though 
perhaps haſty and inconſiderate, yet was not 
ſo extremely raſh and abſurd, as it has been 
often repreſented. Nay, we have the greateſt 
Reaſon to applaud the heroick Virtue both 
of him, and his Daughter, and their ſtrict 
Senſe of Honour and Piety. He had opend 
his Mouth unto the Lord, and he would not go 
back. Though he might poſſibly have been 
releaſed from the Obligation of his Vom, he 
choſe rather to part with what was neareſt 
and deareſt to him, and to give his only 


Daughter 
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Daughter to the Lord, than not punctually 

fulfil what he had vowed. ' And his Daughter 
cloſe rather to fabmit to what was eſteemed 

amongſt the Jes the greateſt Curſe and Miſ- 

fortune than deſire, or ſuffer, her Father to 

do a diſhonourable Action. 

have, as I went along, obviated, as I hope, 

the moſt material Objections againſt what has 
been here advanced: it may not be amiſs to 
take Notice of one Prejudice againſt it, ari- 
ſing from the coneurrent Opinion of all an- | 
cient Writers both Jews, and Chriſtians. The be 
Septuagint Verſion, and all other ancient | 
Tranſlations, * the Jewiſh Targums, the Pri- 7 
mitive Fathers, the moſt ancient Jeiſb Wri- bk 
ters agree that Fephthah really ſacrificed his 
Daughter. The earlieſt Authority is that of 
the Sepruagint Verſion, a Verſion of great 
Antiquity and great Authority, and often of 
admirable Uſe in determining the Senſe of 
Scripture. But as, I preſume, it will not be 
pretended that theſe Interpreters were in- | 
ſpired, we may be allowed to queſtion the 
Authority of this Tranſlation, when good xn 


a The Ol Targum will admit of the ſame Conſtruction, | 
which we have put upon the Hebrew: but there is an Addi- ] 
tion, probably of later Date, which affirms, and attempts to 
account for, the the Sacrifice of 7ephthah's Daughter. 


Reaſons 


341 
Reaſons appear for ſo doing, either from the 
original Hebrew, or from the manifeſt Ab- 
ſurdity of the Thing. It muſt be confidered 
that at leaſt goo Years paſſed between the 
Time of Jepbtbab, and the Time, when this 
Verſion was made. This Notion of Jepb- 
thah's ſacrificing his Daughter might then be 
the current Opinion : or it might then begin 
to gain Ground, and the Authority of this 
Verſion might in ſubſequent. Ages confirm it, 
Too many Inſtances are there of falſe Inter- 
pretations of Scripture, falſe Facts, and Miſ- 
repreſentations of Facts, gaining Credit in leſs 
Time than this. We have no Authority more 
ancient than this. * Moſt of the other Ver- 


ſions were made from the Sepruagint : there 


is none more ancient. The Fewi/h Targums, 
and all the Jewiſb Writers are poſterior to 
the Time of this Verſion: and as this Ver- 
ſion was in great Repute among them, they 
might take their Notions from thence. As 
to the Primitive Fathers, though I would not 
detract from their Authority, yet I doubt 
whether we may ſafely rely on it in the In- 
terpretation of the Old Teſtament. Very few 
of them had any Skill in the Hebrew Lan- 


a See Walton's Prolegomena. Prideaux Connect. Part. II. 
B. 1. P. 37 &c. B. 8. P. 22 &c, 
guage. 
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guage. The Septuagint was their Bible, and 
was generally received by them as of divine 
Authority. Since then in the preſent Caſe 
theſe Interpreters ſeem to have believed that 
Jepbtbab actually facrificed his Daughter, it 
is no Wonder that ſuch an Opinion ſhould 
generally prevail among them. The whole 
Evidence therefore againſt us ſeems in a Man- 
ner to center in the Septuagint Tranſlation, 
the Accuracy, and Faithfulneſs, of which we 
have in too many Inſtances Reaſon to queſ- 
tion. I will mention only one, and that is 
the Curſes which we meet with in the Book 
of P/alms. Theſe are all, or moſt of them, 
in the Original expreſſed in the Future Tenſe, 
and ought to be ſo rendered. * They are 


a Thus the 55th P/alm is a plain Prophecy of the untimely 
Fate of Ahithophel, and is ſo interpreted by the Chaldee Pa- 
raphraſe, The 16th Verſe runs thus — Ty Why Hm 
mn er — and ſhould/ be rendered — Death ſpall ſeize upon 
them : they ſhall go 1255 the Grave alive — I. e. in their 
full Strength and Vi - But the Septuagint has rendered 
it — EAN fes ir ars, % XOTHOHTWONY Gis 08 Clvri; — 
And our Engliſh Tranſlation has made it much worſe — Lee 
Death come haſtily upon them, and let them go down quick into 
Hell — where there are two capital Faults, a moſt horrid Curſe 
given us inſtead of a Prophecy, and — NW — which ſigni- 
fies the Grave, or Sthte of the Dead, rendered — Hell, — Nor 
has our New Tranſlation corrected either of theſe Faults : 
only it has put the Grave in the Margin. Thus 


alſo the 109th P/alm, as it ſtands in our Tranſlation, has 


C given 
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Prophecies, and not Imprecations. But the 
Septuagint Verſion has, without any Pretence 
of Reaſon, tranſlated them in the Optative 
Mood, and thereby put the moſt bitter Curſes 
into the Mouth of the holy P/almift. And 
herein they have been moſt unaccountably 
followed by moſt other Verſions, and parti- 
cularly by our own, both Old, and New 
Tranſlation. ' | 
And now what remains but to exhort you 
all, as Occaſions offer, to copy after the Faith, 
the Piety, the ſtrict Senſe of Honour and Re- 
ligion, ſo eminently conſpicuous in theſe two 
Jewiſh Worthies, Fephthah, and his Daugh- 
fer. As we ought to be cautious how we 
make raſh Vows, which may involve us in 
Difficulties and Perplexities, ſo let us religi- 
/ouſly perform whatever we may have vowed, 


given great, and juſt, Offence to many good Chri/tians, 
But the Difficulty may be removed by only rendring the 
Verbs in the Future Tenſe, that is literally as they are in the 
Hebrew : and then the Senſe will be plain and eaſy. It con- 
tains a Prophecy, Firſt, of the Fate of Doeg, ſecondarily of 
that of the Traytor Judas: and to this laſt St. Peter has ap- 
plied it Ad i. 20. The whole of the Matter is that there is 
no Optative Mood in the Hebrew Language, but the Future 
Tenſe is uſed inſtead of it: and therefore Verbs in the Future 
may thus be conſtrued, when the Senſe requires, or will ad- 
mit of it. But in the Caſe here-mentioned the Senſe neither 


requires, nor will admit of it. | | 
| though 


[37] 


though it ſhould happen to be to our own 
great Detriment, and Sorrow. Let no Diſ- 
treſſes, or Difficulties, ſhake our Conſtancy, 
or prevail upon us to go back from the Paths 
of Virtue, or Religion: but let us prefer our 
Duty, and our Honour, to all Conſiderations 
of Intereſt, or Affection. Let us neither ſeek, 
nor admit of, any Pretences for diſpenſing with 
our Duty. * Let us ever follow that which is 
good, ® abſtaining from all Appearance of Evil, 
and keeping à Conſcience void of Offence to- 
wards GoD, and towards Man. 


a 1 The. v. 15. b 7b. v. 22. c Ads xxiv. 16. 
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T was obſerved in the Beginning of the 
foregoing Diſcourſe that Interpreters were 
greatly divided about the Senſe of Jeph- 
thab's Vow, and the Manner in which it was 
performed. The greater Part of the Jewiſb 
Writers hold that he really offered up his 
Daughter for a Burnt Offering. And the ge- 
nerality of the ancient Fathers run into the 
ſame Opinion. And herein they followed the 
Septuagint Verſion, which has determined the 
Point in favour of an Human Sacrifice, few 
of them having been acquainted with the 
Hebrew Language. But both Jeu, and Chri/- 
tians, who have held this Opinion, have for 
the moſt part agreed in condemning the Ac- 
tion. But of late Ages the learned Lud. Cap- 

pellus has not only maintained that Jephtbab 


ſacrificed his Daughter, but has juſtified him 
| in 


— 
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in ſo doing. He aſſerts that by the Law con- 
cerning Vous, Lev. xxvii. 28, 29. Parents were 
allowed to devote their Children to Deſtruction; 
and that, when they had made ſuch Vow, they 
were obliged to carry it into Execution. But 
this ſeems to take the Blame off from Jepht hab, 
and lay it upon the Law gf Gad itſelf. I have 
therefore thought it neceſſary to conſider this 
Paſſage at large, and enquire into the Nature 
of the different Kinds of Lows among the 
Jews. The Paſſage runs thus Lev. xxvii. af, 
29. — Notwithſtanding no devoted Thing, that 
@ Man ſhall devote unte the Lord of all that 
he hath, both of Man, and Beaſt, and of the 
Field of his Poſſeſſion, ſhall be ſold, ar redeem 
ed: every devoted Thing is moſt haly unto the 
Lord. None devoted, which ſhall be devoted of 
Men, ſhall be redeemed: but ſball ſurely be 
put to Death — * By this Law (ſays Cappellus) 


| Perſons were allowed to devote to God any 


7. bing that was theirs, whether Fields, or Houſe, 
or Flacks, or even human Perſons. Nay, (what is 


a Per cju/modi wotum poterat quis Deo devovere & conſecrare 
quiequid ſuum, five juris ſui, erat, tam agros & fundum ſipt 
damum, quam jumenta & pecuges atque armeuta, per/onas deniqut 
humanas — Quin & (quod multo majus eſt {quis per ejuſmodi 
wvotum Deo dewvoverat perſonam aliquam, in quam jus & poteſta- 
tem habebat, non poterat perſona illa fic devota redimi; opartebat 
eam interfici, quod manifeſtum eft ex v. 29. | 
| much 
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much more) if any one thus devoted to God any 

Perſon, over whom he bad Right and Power, 
ſuch Perſon could not be redeemed, but muſt 
ſurely be put to Death. And in this Opinion 
he has been followed ſince by ſeveral Wri- 
ters of diſtinguiſhed Learning and Piety. So 
that, according to this Interpretation, here 1s 
a Permiſſion to the Fews to vow Human Sa- 
crifices, and a Command to Perſons, who 
have thus vowed, to offer ſuch Sacrifices. But 
how ſhall we reconcile this either with the 
plaineſt Principles of the Law of Nature, or 
with the expreſs Precepts of the Law of Mo- 
ſes? What can be more expreſs than what 
we read Deut. xii. 29 &c. — When the Lord 
thy God ſhall cut off the Nations from before 
thee whither thou goeſt to poſſeſs them, and 
thou ſucceedeſt them, and dwelleſt in their 
Land, take Heed to thy ſelf that thou be not 
ſnared by following them, after that they be 
deſtroyed from before thee, and that thou en- 
' quire not after their Gods, ſaying, How did 
theſe Nations ſerve their Gods? even ſo will 
we TI do likewiſe. Thou ſhalt not do ſo unto the 
of Lord thy God: for every Abomination to the 


q Lord, which he hateth, have they done unto 
* their Gods: for even their Sons, and their 
* Daughters, have they burnt in the Fire to their 


Gods. 
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Gods. — The Children of Iſrael are here not 
only forbid to offer their Worſhip to any falſe 
Gods, but are particularly forbid to expreſs it 
in this their abominable Method of human 
Sacriſices. They were not to worſhip the true 
God with thoſe cruel Rites, with which the 
Heathen worſhipped their falſe Gods. And 
again we ſee that thoſe idolatrous Nations 
were had in Abomination by God, and were 
cut off, and deſtroyed, not only for their Ido- 
; latries, but principally for thoſe abomrnable 
ee which accompanied their Idola- 
tries. The Charge againſt them is not only 
that they ſerved other Gods, but that they had 
done unto thoſe Gods every Abomination to the 
Lord, which he hateth: and the higheſt Ag- 
gravation of this Charge is, that even their 
Sons, and their Daughters, they had burnt in 
the Fire to their Gods. And ſo again Deut. 
xviii. 10 &c. this is mentioned as one of the 
Abominations which provoked God to drive 
out thoſe Nations from before the Children of 
Iſrael. Again we read Lev. xviii. 21 &. Thou 
fhalt not let any of thy Seed paſs through the 
Fire to Molech — Defile not yourſelves in any 
of theſe Things, for in all theſe the Nations 


are deſiled which I caſt out before you. And 
the Land is defiled: therefore I do wifit the © 


1; niquity 
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Iniquity thereof upon it, and the Land itſelf 


vomiteth out her Inhabitants. And in ſeveral 
other Parts of Scripture God expreſſes his 
Deteſtation of this unnatural, and abominable 
Practice. P/a/. cvi. 40. we read that the Wrath 
of the Lord was kindled againſt his People, in- 
ſomuch that he abhorred his own inheritance. 
And that which &indled his Wrath was, that 
they ſacrificed their Sons, and their Daughters, 
unto Devils, and ſhed innocent Blood, even the 
Blood of their Sons, and of their Daughters ; 
— and the Land was polluted with Blood. — 
We ſee here again that God was wroth with 
his People, not ſolely, or principally, becauſe 
they ſacrificed unto the Idols of Canaan, but 
- becauſe alſo they ſhed innocent Blood, ( and 
1 that contrary to the plaineſt Calls, and ſtrong- 
1 eſt Tyes, of Nature) even the Blood of their 
. own Sens and Daughters. To the ſame Pur- 
: poſe ſpeaks God by the Prophet Jeremiah. 
f He threatens to bring Evil upon Feruſalem, 
j the which whoſoever heareth bis Ears ſhall 


tmgle : and that not only becauſe they had 
forſaken him, and burnt Incenſe unto other 
| Gods, but becauſe they had filled Jeruſalem 
with the Blood of Innocents, and burnt their 


WE 37, 38. b Jer. xix. 3 &c. 


Sons 
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Sons with Fire for Burnt- Offerings unto Baal. 
This always cloſes the Account, as the high- 
eſt Aggravation of Wickedneſs, and Impiety. 
Can it then enter into the Heart of any Cbriſ- 
Han to conceive that God ſhould in any Caſe, 
or on any Conditions, command, or allow, 
what he has fo ſtrongly expreſt his Deteſta- 
tion of; that he ſhould permit his own Peo- 
ple to do what he hated, and what never came 
into bis Mind; to defile the Land with the 
ſame deteſtable Practices, for which he caſt 
out the Canaanites before them; and to pol- 
lute his Altars with thoſe very Abominations, 
which made the Idolatry of thoſe Nations fo 
exceeding hateful in his Sight? And well 
may ſuch Sacrifices be abominable in the Sight 
of God. They carry with them a Complica- 
tion of the moſt horrid Crimes, Want of na- 
tural Affection, Injuſtice, Cruelty, Murder, 
Superſtition, and Impiety. What can be more 
unjuſt than to ſhed innocent Blood ? what more 
unnatural than for Parents to devote their 
Children to Deſtruction? what greater Degree 


of Superſtition, and Impiety, than to ſuppoſe. 


this an acceptable Service to God? 


a See alſo Fer. vii. 31, xXxii. 35. Exel. xvi. 20, 21. 
b 2 Kings xxi. 6. 


But 
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But this is not all. A Sacrifice“ (as has 
been already obſerved) is a Covenant between 
God and Man, and ſuppoſes an Acceptance 
on God's Part. If therefore we ſuppoſe that 
God, in Caſe of a Yow, or in any Circum- 
ſtances whatſoever, ſhould command, or per- 
mit, human Sacrifices to be offered upon his 
Altar, this implies an Acceptance on God's 
Part, and makes God a Party to the Cruelty. 
Laſtly, * it has been already ſhewn that this 
tends to evacuate, and ſet aſide, the whole 
Levitical Law of Sacrifices. A Man is here- 
by left at Liberty to vow, and is required in 


Purſuance of ſuch Yow, to ſacrifice every A. 


bomination to the Lord, which he hateth. 

But it may be faid that unclean Beaſts, 
when devoted, were not to be ſacrificed, but 
put to Death. But if fo, how will they ap- 
ply this to the Caſe of Jephtbab? or what 
Uſe will they make of this Law, either to 
juſtify, or account for, the Sacrifice of his 
Daughter? Will they inſiſt upon it that he 
performed his Vo in the ſtrict and literal 
Senſe of the Words, and offered up his Daugh- 
ter for a Burnt- Offering? It is plain now 
that there is nothing in this Law, which 
could either require, or authorize, him ſo to 


* P. 12. DP. 11. 
do. 
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do. Or will they give up the literal Senſe, 
and only ſay he put her to Death? This 
indeed Cappellus does ſay. — * We are under no 


Neceſſity of ſaying that ſhe was offered upon the 
Altar of God for a Burnt-Offering : it is ſuffi- 


cient if. ſhe was put to Death according to the 


Law concerning Things devoted. — The Wards 
therefore of Jephtbabs Vow are to, be underſtood 
thus — Whatſoever cometh forth of my Houſe ſhall 
be the Lords, devoted to him by a Cherem, and I 
will offer it up for a Burnt-Offering, provided 
it be ſuch an Animal, as is fit to be offered. — 
A remarkable Conceſſion this! — This cele- 
brated Advocate for the Devotement of Jepb- 
thah's Daughter is forced at laſt to confeſs 
that ſhe was not offered up for a Burnt-Of- 
 fering, and to underſtand his Vo with the 


ſame Proviſions, and Limitations, as thoſe-+ 


do, who hold the other Side of the Queſtion, 
But what becomes then of the grand Argu- 
gument from the Letter of the Text, that he 
did with her according to his Vow ? His Vow 
was that he would offer ber up for a Burnt-Of- 


a Reſpondeo nihil eſs neceſſe flatuere eam fuiſſe ſuper Altare 
Deo oblatam in Helocauſtum : ſatis eft fi modo ex Anathematis Lege 
morte fuit affeta Verba itaque voti Fephthe fic ſunt accipienda. 
Quicguid exierit domo med erit Domino ſacrum ſcilicet Anathemate, 
& offeram illud in Holocauſtum, nempe ſi tale fit ut offerri poſit. 


fering * 
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fering: if ſhe was not ſacrificed, he then did 
not with her according to his Vow. After all 
this Plea only takes off Part of our Objection. 
If it clears the Law from the Charge of Im- 
piety, it leaves it ſtil] chargeable with Injuſ- 
tice and Cruelty, and is wholly inconſiſtent 
with thoſe many Texts of Scripture, which 
forbid, and ſet forth the extreme Guilt of 
ſhedding innocent Blood. | 

Again, the ſame learned Writer tells us 
that God has the Power of Life and Death 
over all Men, that no one is guiltleſs before him, 
and therefore the Perſons thus devoted could 
not be ſaid to ſuffer unjuſtly. And might not 
the Worſhippers of Molech plead the very 
ſame ? If Children, if Fephthab's Daughter, 
for inſtance, was not guiltleſi before God, yet 
before her Father ſhe was guzi/tleſs, If God 
might juſtly take away her Life, yet for her 
Father to ſacrifice her was unjuſt, unnatural, 
and impious. But may not God juſtly com- 
mand us to do what he may juſtly do him- 
ſelf? Be it allowed that God may juſtly com- 
mand one Man to execute his Juſtice on ano- 
ther. But there is a wide Difference between 

ſuch an occaſional Command, and a general 


a Gen, iv. 10, — ix. 6, — Num. xXx, 31, — Deut. xix. 10 
| &C, 1 xxi. 9. 
| Per- 
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Permiſſion for all Parents to devote their 
Children to Deſtruction at pleaſure. _ + 
Thirdly, Cappellus urges that Gad might 
have juſt Reaſon for making ſuch a Law, though 
unknown to us. But there is a wide Diffe- 
rence between giving us Commands with= 
out acquainting us with the Reaſons, and 
giving us Commands contrary to plain Rea- 
ſon, and irreconcilable with all our Notions 
3 of Good and Evil. If we are not to enquire 
| into the Nature and Quality of the Doctrines 
| revealed how ſhall we diſtinguiſh the true 
ö Religion from Impoſtures? Nay, God him- 
| ſelf appeals to Mankind for the Wiſdom, and 
| Righteouſneſs, of his Laws, and of the Mo. 
ſaical Law in particular, Mo/es thus beſpeaks 
the 1/raclites — * Behold, I have taught you 
Statutes and Judgments, even as the Lord my 
God commanded me, that ye ſhould do fo in 
the Land, whither ye go to poſſeſs it. Keep 
therefore and do them, for this is your Wiſdom, 
and your Underſtanding, in the Sight of the Na- 
tions, which ſhall hear all theſe Statutes, and 
ſay, Surely this great Nation is a wiſe and un- 
derſtanding People. — And what Nation is there 
fo great, that hath Statutes and Judgments ſo 


29 — — 


a Deut. iv. 5 &c. 
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this Appeal? how ſhall we vindicate either 
the Wiſdom, or the Righteouſneſs, of the 
Jewiſh Law, if this Law allowed of the very 
worlt Abomination practiſed by thoſe Nations, 
whom God caſt out before them, 

But farther Cappellus offers ſome Reaſons 
which God might have for enacting ſuch 
Law. As, Firſt, to teach Children and Ser- 
vants to reverence, and fear, their Parents 
and Maſters. And for the ſame Reaſon he 
might have pleaded that the Worſhip of Mo- 
lech was very reafonable, and that ſuch Law 
would be very uſeful, and neceſſary, now. 
On the other Hand, are not Parents obliged 
to love their Children, and Maſters to do that 
which ts juſt and equal by their Servants? And 
does not a Law empowering them to devote 
them to Deſtruction cancel this Obligation, 
and contradict the plaineſt Laws of Nature ? 

A ſecond Reaſon for ſuch a Law we are 
told might be to prevent, and puniſh, raſh 
Vows. But furely it would have been better 
to have entirely forbid ſuch Vous, or to have 
annulled them, when made, or to have laid 
the Puniſhment not on the innocent- Perſon 
devoted, but on the Perſon, who made ſuch 

impious 


impious Vo-. But how would this Law have 
prevented ſuch Vous? I apprehend it would 
have had juſt the contrary Effect. Were 


there no unnatural Parents, or cruel Maſters 
among the Jews? Such would have been 


empowered by this Law to devote their Chil. 


dren, or Servants, to Deſtruction: and it 


would have been neither Puniſhment, nor 
_ Grief, to them, to have carried their Vow 


into Execution. Again, were there no ſuper- 
ſtitious Perſons, nor Enthuſiaſts, among the 
Jews? Superſtition certainly gave Riſe to 
this abominable Practice of Human Sacrifice 


among the Heathen Nations. They thought 


ſuch Sacrifices of the greater Value and Dignity, 
and therefore more acceptable to their Gods. 
It grieves me to ſee the worthy and good Bp 


Smalridge putting the ſame Sentiments into 
Jepbtbab's Mouth — * If thou ſhalt grant unt 


me this my humble and earneſt Requeſt, there i 


nothing ſo dear to me, the Loſs of which I will 
not willingly undergo: to thee therefore I readily 
devote whatſoever cometh forth of the Doors of 
my Houſe to meet me, when IJ return in Peace, 


though my only Daughter herſelf ſhould be the 


firft Perſon. — And to the fame Purpoſe ſpeaks 


a Serm. xxii. 


| Cappellus. 
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Cappellus. Theſe probably, ſay they, were the 
Sentiments of Fephthah, when he firſt made 
this Vow. And would not the ſame Senti- 
ments have alſo probably prevailed among 
many others in like Circumſtances? What 
was there then to reſtrain the 1/raelttes from 
practiſing the ſame Abominations which were 
in Uſe among the Heathen Nations? Would 
this Law concerning Vous have prevented 
them ? It would rather have given the great- 
eſt Sanction, and Encouragement, to ſuch No- 
tions, and ſuch Practices. Human Sacrifices 
were indeed abſolutely forbidden : but here 
was a plain Evaſion pointed out, which every 
Enthuſiaſt would readily have laid hold on. 
They could not /acrifice their Children with- 
out a Vow: but they could firſt devote, and 
then ſacrifice them, if they pleaſed. Would 
natural Affection have deterred them from 
making ſuch Yows ? No: they would have 
devoted and ſacrificed their Children for this 
very Reaſon, becauſe they were neareſt, and 
deareſt. to them, as theſe Writers ſuppoſe 
, Jepbtbab to have done. Nor would even this 
the fad Example probably have been ſufficient to 
Is deter men from the Practice. It might have 
taught them not to make ſuch raſh, and ge- 
neral, Vows, which might unawares, and 


D contrary .. 


8 
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contrary to their Intentions, have affected any 
one who was dear to them. But it could not 
have prevented Men from devoting particular 
Perſons purpoſely, and deliberately, or from 
puting ſuch Vow in Execution. On the con- 
ttary ſuch an eminent Example, eſpecially az 
1 "paſſed without Cenſure, or Punimſhent, 
would have given the greateſt Authority, and 
Encouragement, to ſuch Practices. | 
Cappellus feems to be aware of theſe Dif. 
ficulties, and in order to get rid of them he 
ſuppoſes that ſuch Vows could not be executed 
without the Counſel, and Judgment, ' of the 
Priefts ; that it belonged to the Prieſts to juilge 
whether the Vow was lawfully made, and uube- 
ther the Father, or Mafter, had jnff Cauſe to 
make ſuch Vow. If be had, the devoted Per- 
fon was then juſtly puniſhed : but, if the Vow 
appeared to be null, or unjuſt, it was thin, 4s 
be thinks probable, pronounced null. But this 
is all purely his own Invention, without any 
Foundation in Scripture. The Text before 
us, as he has interpreted it, ſays that Th Per 
ſon devoted ſhall ſurely be put to Death. It ds 
ſtrange indeed that a Perſon of Cappellus's 
Judgment, and Penetration, ſhould not fee 
that this is giving up the Point ; that this 
2 of his deſtroys his whole Argu- 


ment 
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y ment with regard to Jephthab. He cannot 
not ſurely lay that Jephthab's Daugbter was juſtly 
ar 244/49, or that her Father bad any juſt Cay/e 
om J deuote her. How then can he contend that 
ons. Jpbtbab was obliged by this Law to ſacrifice 
ber? and that it was not in the Power of the 
ne MM High-Prieſt, or any of his Order, to abſolve 
him from his Vow? On the contrary it is 
my allowed on all Hands to be a raſh and unlaw- 
ful Vow : and therefore the Prieſts might, 
and ought to have pronounced jt null, by his 
own Confeſſion. 

Laſtly, it is faid, that his Law does not 
enjoin, nor recommend, the Practice of devoting 
any Perſons to Deſtruction: but is no more than 
a bare Permiſſion; that God, tbough be did not 
delight in Human Sacriſices, or approve of ſuch 
Vows, might yet permit the Jews to make them, 
for the ſame Reaſons, as he permitted Dyvorces, 
for the Hardneſs of their Heart. But, though 
this may ſeem ſomewhat ſpecious, it does not 
come up to the Point. For in the Firſt Place, 
this ſeems to be a great deal more than a bare 
Permiſſion. The Vw indeed is only per- 
mitted: but bere is a Command, in Caſe 
of a Yow, to put to Death he Perſom devoted 
by that Vow. Now for God to inſiſt on the 
* of an unlawful Vo, to allow 

DM-- Men 
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Men to vow, and command thoſe who have 
vowed to perform what is inconſiſtent with 
the plaineſt Laws of Nature, and what he 
hath declared to be moſt hateful and deteſt- 
able in his Sight, is what is not eaſily recon- 
cilable with the Divine Attributes. Secondly, 
ve have ſeen a plain Law not only abſolutely 
forbidding ſuch Practice, but declaring it to 


be in itſelf moſt wicked and abominable. With 


ſuch a Law a Permiſſion is as inconſiftent, 
as a contrary Command, Thirdly, it has been 
before obſerved that in every lawful Sacrifice 
an Acceptance on God's Part is ſuppoſed: 
and therefore God could not on any Condi- 
tions permit that to be ſacrificed, which he 
could not accept. 


In every one of theſe Reſpects the Law 


concerning Divorces differs from this ſup- 
poſed Law before us. God acted in that Caſe, 
as the Civil Governor of the Fews. As a wiſe 
Legiſlator is forced to adapt himſelf to the 
Genius of his People, and often contents him- 
ſelf with qualifying, and keeping within ſome 
Bounds, thoſe Abuſes, which cannot eaſily be 
wholly removed, ſo God permitted Divorces 
among the Jews, becauſe of the Hardneſs of 


a Deut. xxiv. 1 &c, Matt, xix. 7, 8. 


their 
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their Heart: but ordained that the Huſband 
in ſuch Caſe ſhould give his Wife a Bill of 
Divorcement, as a full Diſcharge from any 
Authority, which he could claim over her, 
and that he ſhould not be at Liberty to rate 
ber again. Now this is at the moſt but a 
bare Permiſſion, ſcarce indeed ſo much : here 
is nothing unlawful in any Caſe commanded. 


Secondly, here is nothing contrary to any 


other Part of the Levitical Law. Divorces 
are no where in that Law expreſſly forbid. 
Laſtly, Divorces were no Part of God's Wor- 
ſhip : nor could it be any way inferred from 
this Law that ſuch Practice was acceptable in 


his Sight. 


But J hope farther to make it appear from 
the Words themſelves that the Text before 
us neither requires, nor will admit of ſuch 
an Interpretation. The whole Difficulty of 
this Paſſage is occaſioned by the ambiguous 
Uſe of the Word m Cherem. * The Jews 
reckoned four different Kinds of Cherem : 
there are two Sorts plainly diſtinguiſhed in 
this Chapter. The firſt is that whereby Per- 
ſons were by publick Authority devoted to 
Deſtruction. This was ſometimes done by 


a See Selden de Jur. Nat. & Gent. Lib. iv. Cap. 6, 7. 9, 
10. Patrick Annott. Ainſworth on the Pentateuch. 
God 
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God himſelf; as in the Caſe of the Candan- 
ites, and * Amalekites. Sometimes the 1/ael- 
ites themſelves by publick Authority, but In 
Purſuance of God's Comthand, devoted their 
Enenies to Deſtruction, © as in the Caſe of 
Arad the Canaanite. Sometimes, on publick 
Emergencies, Orders wete given out with 2 
Curſe on thoſe who diſobeyed them. Thus 
the I/-aclites, in their War with Benjamin, 
made a great Oath concerning him that came 
not up to the Lord to Mizpeh, ſaying, He ſhall 
ſurely be put to Death. And thus alſo Saul 
adjured the People, ſaying, Curſed be the Man, 
that eateth any Food until Evening, that 1 
may be avenged on mine Enemies. This then 
is the Firſt, and pethaps moſt uſual Accep- 
tion of the Word Cherem and from hence 
the Verb — Hin in Hipbii often ignifies 
ro deftroy utterly. But then ſuch Devorements, 
as we ſee in all the Inſtances above, were 
made by publick Authority, and for ſome 
Crime. Private Perſons had no Power to 
make ſuch Yow ; nor could innocent Perſons 


6 Dias. M. 2: 0 i 1. b Erol. vii. 14. 


1 Sam. xv. 2, 3. Dent. xxv, 17 &. | c Nam. xxi. 2. 3. 
d Fad. xxi. 5. e 1 Sam. xiv. 24. 


f Ste Seluen as above, Parrick, Ainſworth, Grotias, Univerſ. 
Hiſt. Lib. i. C. 7. P. 631. 
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be thus devoted to Deſtruction, as all the 
Fewiſh Writers, and moſt of the Commen- 
tators agree: nor is there any Example of 
any ſuch private Yows. Nor were Perſons 
thus devoted called holy to the Lord, but were 
accurſed of him. Nor were they offered up in 
Sacrifice, but ſlain with the Sword, or other- 
wiſe put to Death. Nor were even Beaſts 
thus devoted ever ſacrificed. In Jericho the 
Iſraelites deflroyed not only all the Inhabitants, 
but Ox, and Sheep, and Aſs, with the Edge 
of the Sword. Only the Silver, and Braſs, and 


| Veſſels of Braſs, and Iron, were conſecrated to 
the Lord. God commanded Saul to ſinite A- 


malek, and utterly deſiroy all that they had, 
not only Men, Women, and Children, but Ox, 
and Sheep, Camel, and Aſs. * And Saul was 
ſeverely reproved, becauſe he diſobeyed this 
Command, and took of the Spoil, Sheep and 
Oxen, the chief of the Things which ſhould have 
been utterly deſtroyed, to ſacrifice unto the Lord. 
What therefore was devoted by this Kind of 
Cherem, whether Man, or Beaſt, was not to 
be ſacrificed, but utterly deſtroyed. 

But there was another Kind of Cherem, 
which may be defined a ſolemn Vom, where- 


a Joſh. vi. 21, 19. 1 Sam. xv. 3. ; b 1b. v.21, 
e See Selden, Ainſworth, Patrick as above. | 
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by Perſons dedicated any thing in their Poſ- 
ſeſſion to the Service of God. The Things 
thus devoted were either repoſited in the 
Sanctuary for the Uſes of the Tabernacle, or 
remained in the Poſſeſſion, and were appro- 
priated to the Uſe of the Prie/ts. This Kind 
of Yow is generally ſuppoſed to have been 
called Cherem, becauſe the Perſon, who made 
it, bound himſelf under an Imprecation, if 
he did not perform it. But, whatever was 
the Form of making this Yow, it is certain 
that ſuch Vous were in Uſe among the 1/rael- 
ites. We need go no farther for Praof than 
this very Chapter in Leviticus. There we 
read v. 20, 21. that, if a Perſon. ſanctiſied a 
Field, and refuſed to redeem it, it ſhould not t 
be redeemed any more, but, when it went out Ml 9 
in the Jubilee, it ſhould be holy unto the Lord, ill | 
as a Field devoted — SAN Nw — the Poſ- 8 
fefſion thereof ſhould be the. Prieſts. Here is Ne 
plainly Mention of a Vow called Cherem, diſ- / 
tinguiſhed from the Vows. before ſpoken of. Iſl / 
Fields ſanctified by a common Vow might / 
be at firſt redeemed : but a Field devoted could 
1 never be redeemed. And it is here declared p 
what was the Effect of ſuch Yow the Thing c 
[| thus devoted was not to be deſtroyed : but the f 
1 Pole ion thereof was to be the Prieſts. To the 1 
ſame 
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of- | Game Purpoſe God ſpeaks to Aaron Num. xviii. 
gs 14. — Every thing devoted — e — in 
the Vael ſhall be thine — The Things therefore 
or il thus devoted were not to be deſtroyed, or of= 
fered up for a Burnt-Offering : (for then the 
Prieft could have no Share in them) but they 
were to be appropriated to the Uſe of the 
Priefts. Again to the ſame Purpoſe it is ſaid 
Ezek. xliv. 29. that every dedicate Thing — 
y) in Iſrael ſhall be the Priefts. — In 
the ſame Senſe the Verb — BIN — ſeems to 
be uſed Mich. iv. 143. God there promiſes that 
Zion ſhould beat in Pieces many People: it fol- 
lows - yu H D e in our Tranſ- 
lation — and I will conſecrate their Gain unto 
the Lord; and. their Subſtance unto the Lord 
of the whole Earth. And in the fame Senſe 
I think the Word may be underſtood Exzr. x. 
8, It is there ſaid that whoſoever would not 
come within three Days, according to the Coun- 


fel of the Princes, and the Elders, all his Sub- 
ſtance ſhould be forfeited — Ev — and him- 
felf ſeparated from the Congregation. 
The different Kinds of Cherem being thus 
properly diſtinguiſhed, it will be the more 
eaſy to determine the Senſe of the Words be- 
fore us. — Notwithſtanding, no devoted Thing, 
e that a Man ſhall devote unto the Lord of all 
| that 


that he hath, both of Man, and Beaſt, and 


of the Field of his Poſſeffion, ſhall be fold, or 


redeemed : every devoted Thing is moſt holy unte 
the Lord. — It is I think plain from what has 
been ſaid that theſe Words relate to the Se- 
cond Kind of Cherem, and can be underſtood 


of no. other. For, Firſt, this Precept relates 


to Vows made by private Perſons out of what 
they had a perſonal Right and Property in 
5 Wa bod r: and therefore muſt be un- 


derſtood of the ſecond Kind of Cherem, and 


not of the firſt. The ſame” Thing appears 
from the Particulars here ſpecified, which are 
ſome of them ſuch as could neither be offered 
up in Sacrifice, nor devoted to Deſtruction. All 
human Sacrifices were expreſſly forbidden by 
the Law of Moſes, and declared to be abo- 
minable in God's Sight. Nor could any private 
Perſon devote any of his Children, or Ser- 
vants, to Deſtruction. All the Jewiſh Wri- 
ters agree that Parents, and Maſters, had not 
the Power of Life, and Death, over their 
Children. and Servants: “ and the fame has 
been ſhew to be agreeable to Scripture. But 


they might be devoted to the Service of God 


by the ſecond Kind of Cherem. Such Ser- 


a See Selden as above Chap. 9. b See above P. 6. 


vants, 
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vants, as they bought with their Money, be- 
ing Strangers, were their own Property: and, 
* though they could not kill them, nor uſe 
them cruelly, yet they might diſpoſe of their 
Property in them, and devote them to the 
Service of God, or his Prieſts. * An Hebrew 
Servant they could retain only for fix Years. 
For this Term, I ſuppoſe, they might tranſ- 
fer to the Prieſt the Right they had to their 
8ervice: but for no longer Term. © That Pa- 
rents might devote their Children to the Ser- 
vice of God appears, I think, from the Caſe 
of Samuel. However, that this might be done 
with their own Conſent there can be no 
Room to doubt. Children therefore, and Ser- 
vants, might be the Subject of this Kind of 
Cherem : but could not be of the firſt. Ano- 
ther Particular here ſpecified are Bea. Of 
theſe only Oxen, and Sheep, and Goats : and 
of Birds Turtle- Doves, or young Pigeons, could 
be offered in Sacrifice. And of theſe only 
thoſe which were without Blemiſh. If any 
Perſon devoted ſuch Beaſts to the Lord, they 
might be, and, I ſuppoſe, were uſually of- 
feffed on God's Altar. But a Man might de- 


a Exod. xxi. e &c. Deut. v. 15. b Exod. xi. 2 &c. 
Lev. xxv. 39 &c. Deut. xv. 12. e 1 Sam. i. 11. 


d Lev. i. e Lev. xxii. 20 &c, 
| vote 
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vote other Beaſts, even of all that he had : 

and ſuch Beaſts could not be holy unto the 
Lord in this Senſe. They could not be ſa- 
crificed, but might be aſſigned to, or ſold for, 
the Uſe of the Priz/fs. But what ſeems quite 
deciſive is the Mention here of the Field. A 
Field might be the Subject of the Second Kind 
of Cherem, but could not be of the Firſt. It 
might (as has been juſt now ſhewn) be de- 
vated to the Uſe of the Prieſts, but it could 
not be either ſacrificed, or deſtroyed. Laſtly 
the Things thus devoted are here ſaid to be 
moſt holy unto the Lord. But the firſt Kind of 
Cherems were accurſed of God, and in no Senſe 
holy unto him. They were not offered on 
God's Altar, or conſecrated to his Service, 
but utterly deſtroyed. But the Cherems of the 
Second Kind were devoted to God's Service, 
and therefore holy to the Lord. And for Proof 
of this we need go no farther than this very 
Chapter. We read v.21. — The Field ſhall 
be holy unto the Lord, as a Field devoted: the 
Poſſeſſion thereof ſhall be the Prieſts. This 
Verſe is a plain Comment on the 28th. It ex- 
plains what is meant by being holy unto the 


Lord, and ſhews us how a Field may be de- 


voted, and become thus holy, — the Poſſeſſion 


thereof ſhall be the Prieſts. In like manner 
we 


Appendix. 63 
we are told v. 14. that a Man might by a 
common Vow, or Neder, ſanctify bis Houſe, or 
Field to be holy unto the Lord : and the Eſti- 
mation of ſuch Field is alſo ſaid to be 4 holy 
Thing unto the Lord v. 23. And ſo again v. 
30. the Tithe of the Land is ſaid to be holy 
unto the Lord, which we know was aſſigned 
for the Maintenance of the Prigſts and Le- 
vites. 

But, if this 28th Verſe relates to the ſecond 
Kind of Cherem, how ſhall we underſtand the 
next Verſe ? — None devoted, which ſhall be 
A voted of Men, (that is, no Man devoted — 
N D BWW WH) all be redeemed : but 
ſhall ſurely be put to Death. — This moſt cer- 
tainly relates to the firſt Kind of Cherem, 
whereby Perſons were devoted to Deſtruction. 
But then (as was ſaid before) ſuch Perſons 
were not devoted arbitrarily by private Per- 
ſons: but they were devoted by proper Au- 
thority, and for ſome Crime. Nor were they 
ſacrificed on God's Altar, but flain with the 
Sword, or ſome other way put to Death. 
That theſe two Verſes ſpeak of different Kinds 
of Cherem is manifeſt from the different Ex- 
preſſions here uſed. The firſt ſpeaks of pri- 
vate Property, and ſpecifies Men, Beaſts, and 


a. As in the Verſe before d DZIRD WH DMN WR. 
Fields : 
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Fields: the other mentions only Men. Men 
were the uſual Subjects of ſuch Devotements, 
though ſometimes, for their Crimes, their 
Cattel and Goods were deſtroyed with them. 
But, if this Verſe is exegetical only of the 
former, why is Man only mentioned Here, 
and the Beaſt, and the Field, left out? Were 
Men only to be ſacrificed, when devoted? and 
it is left ſtill undetermined what is to be done 
with a Beaſt, or a Field devoted? Again, the 
Cherems mentioned in the 28th Verſe were to 
be holy unto the Lord, that is, dedicated to 
his Service : thoſe mentioned in this 29th 
Verſe were to be furely put to Death. 
And this Interpretation agrees very well 
with the Purport of the whole Chapter. This 
Chapter treats of Vous, and the Redemprim 
of Things vowed. In the Caſe of a common 
Now, or YN, rendered in our Tranſlation 4 
fngular Vow, the Perſon, or Thing, vowel 
was allowed to be redeemed, and the Rule 
to be obſerved in ſuch Redemptions are here 
ſet forth. Towards the latter End of the 
Chapter we have the Exceptions to theſe 
Rules. Firft, the F'rftlings of clean Beaſts are 
not to be at all ſanctiſied, or made the Sub- 
je& of a Vow. Secondly, Perſons, br Things, 
devoted by a Cherem by private Perſons yo” 
8 0 
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of their own Property, are not to be at all 
redeemed, but are to be unalienably the Lords. 
Laſtly Perſons devoted, or doomed to De- 
ſtruction by proper Authority, are not to be 
at all redeemed, but muſt /urely be put to 
Death, Here we fee the 29th Verſe does not 
come in improperly, or abruptly, but follows 
naturally, as another mug to the Rules 
above delivered. 

To this we may add the concurrent Teſ- 
timony of the Jewiſb Writers, who, as they 
diſtinguiſh between the different Kinds of 
Cherem, ſo they agree that Parents, and Ma- 
ſters, had Power to devote their Children, and 
Slaves, to the Service, of God, but no Power 
to ſacrifice, or put them to Death. The Tef- 
timony of Antiquity has been ſtrongly inſiſted 
on in Favour of the Sacrifice of Fephrhbat's 
Daughter : but if this Teſtimony of the 
Jews is allowed to be of any Weight in that 
Caſe, it muſt be of far greater with Regard 
to their own Laws, Cuſtoms, and Rites of 
Worſhip. . + 

If it be ſtill ĩnſiſted on that the ſame Word 
im is aſed in both Verſes, and that it is 
unreaſonable to interpret the ſame Word in 


a See Selden and other Writers, as cited above. 
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one Senſe in one Verſe, and in another in the 
very next, I ſhall readily acknowledge that 
ſuch Interpretations are not to be admitted 
without apparent Neceſſity. But yet we ſome- 
times find it neceſſary to admit them both in 
ſacred and profane Writers. And I think it 
has been ſhewn both from the Nature of the 
Thing, and the Words themſelves, that the 
Text before us will not eafily admit of any 
other Interpretation. * There is, I think, the 
fame ambiguous Uſe of the Word Cherem in 
the Caſe of Jericho. The Inhabitants, and 
their Cattel, were utterly deſtroyed: but their 
Silver and Gold were holy to the Lord, and 
repoſited in his Sanctuary, and yet both are 
indiſcriminately called Cherem. It ſhould be 
farther conſidered that we are not ſufficiently 
acquainted with the Hebrew Language, or 
their Cuſtoms. Moſes in many Parts of his 
Law refers to Cuſtoms well known, and in 
common Practice among the 1/raelites : and 
had no Occaſion in ſuch Caſe to explain him- 
ſelf fo fully and preciſely, as would otherwiſe 
have been neceſſary. Such Laws therefore 
were very plain and intelligible to them, but 
to us are become difficult and obſcure. And 


a Joſh. vi. 17 &c. 


ſuch 
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ſuch I apprehend were the Laws relating to 
the ſeveral Kinds of Cherem : which I doubt 
not were then plain and clear, though Diſ- 
putes may have' riſen about them fince. But 
we have ſtill, I think, Light enough to diſ- 
tinguiſh that theſe two Verſes ſpeak of two 
different Kinds of Cherem. And though the 
Word uſed is the ſame, the Expreflions join- 
ed with it plainly point out two different 
Things. And this eſpecially, if we conſider 
that this Precept otherwiſe interpreted is not 
eaſily reconcilable, either with the plaineſt 
Principles of the Law of Nature, or with 
the expreſs Precepts of the Law of Moſes. 

I hope an Attempt to vindicate the Laws 
of God, and clear up thoſe Difficulties in ſa- 
cred Writ, which may give, and have given, 
Occafion to the Adverſary to ſpeak reproach- 


Fully, will meet with favorable Acceptance 


from the Chriſtian Reader. And I am fully 
perſwaded that the Old Teſtament, as well as 
the. New, the more carefully it is examined, 
and the more thoroughly it is known and un- 
derſtood, the more fully it will appear to be 
throughout holy, and juſt; and good, and every 
way worthy of the divine Author. Far be it 
from me to caſt any Reflections on thoſe who 


differ from me in theſe Points, who are many 
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of them Men eminent for their Learning, 


and Piety, who both by their Lives, and their 


Writings, have adorned, and ſupported, the 
Ghri/tian Profeſſion. If their Opinions may 
ſeem to me attended with Conſequences in« 
jurious to Religion, I would not charge them 
with ſuch Conſequences, as they deny and 
diſavow. Nor would I be underſtood to be 
over-confident, and peremptory, in what is 
here advanced, but ſhall willingly join in the 
excellent Apoſtrophe, with which Cappelius 
concludes his Diſſertation on Fephthab's Vow. 
— Hac ſunt que viſum eft adferre ad rei sftius 
ſatis perplexe uluſtrationem : quibus , tibi, be- 
nigne Lector, ſatisfecero, mihi gratulabor ; | fin 
minus, nemini preſcribg, tantum profero id quod 


videtur vero, & Scripture verbis maxim? con- 


ſentaneum, ita ut nibil interim Deo, quod fit 
eames, minuſque ebf tribuatur. In quo fi 
quis me falſum putet, facile monentem, & ra- 
tiones cur diverſa ſentiat proferentem, feram: 

non enim ſum cedere meliora docenti neſcius. 
Theſe Things I thought proper to offer in 
Hopes of throwing Light on this difficult 
Point: in which, gentle Reader, if I ſhall 
give thee any Satisfaction, I ſhall be pleaſed. 
But if not, I preſcribe to no one; I only offer 
what ſeems to me moſt agreeable to Truth, 
Fn and 
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and to the Words of Scripture, ſo as in the 
mean Time to attribute nothing to God, which 
is improper, or unworthy of him. In which 
if any one thinks me miſtaken, I ſhall eaſily 
bear with any one, who ſhall give Reaſons 
why he thinks differently from me: for I ſhall 
not be unwilling to yield to one, who can in- 
form me better. 
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